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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1 1, 16, 31, 35, 47 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. For example, claim 1 1 contains the limitation "performing 
the recursive sub method using a modified first input parameter and a modified second input 
parameter, each modified input parameter omitting a selected transaction". Examiner notes that 
per independent claim 1 and dependent claim 10, the first input parameter includes only one 
transaction. Therefore, omitting the transaction would render first input parameter blank. It is 
unclear how the recursive sub method would operate with a blank first input parameter. 
Examiner will interprets this claim as the first input parameter is not modified but rather the 
same first transaction value. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 

basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 1-10, 13-15, 18-30, 33-34, 37, 45, 49-50 and 53-54 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by CheckFree's Recon-Plus for Windows (hereinafter Recon- 
Plus). 
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Examiner notes the use of the "The WayBack Machine" at www.archive.org for this 
Office Action. The Internet Archive is a comprehensive library of Internet sites and other 
cultural artifacts in digital form. The Wayback Machine is a free service allowing people to 
access and use archived versions of past web pages within the Internet Archive. Visitors to the 
Wayback Machine can type in a URL, select a date range, and then will be able to search and 
view the Internet Archive's enormous collection of web sites, dating back to 1996 and 
comprising over 10 billion web pages. In this case the Examiner found an archived version of 
www.checkfree.com from Feb. 29, 2000 with a description of Recon-Plus for Windows. 

Recon-Plus teaches an organization-wide reconciliation application which lets a user 
automatically balance any account - disbursement, depository, general ledger, Federal Reserve, 
bank accounts, foreign, wire transfer, etc - especially when single transaction must be matched 
with multiple transactions (Section D; lines 1-7). Recon-Plus further teaches data is imported 
either from an internal source or an external source (Section D; lines 61-64). Examiner notes 
that this represents obtaining the first transaction and obtaining the second list of transactions. In 
addition, this section represents obtaining transactions from a remote server or from a storage 
device (as required, in claims 4, 5, 24 and 25) and that each transaction comprises one selected 
from the group consisting of an investment transaction, a financial transaction and an accounting 
transaction (as required, in claims 2, 22 and 41 and claims 18, 37 and 53) 

After data enters Recon-Plus, the system's dynamic matching engine goes to work. The 
system automatically matches as many items as possible based on matching criteria entered by 
the user. Matched data can be present in a variety of ways - for example, showing duplicate 
match scenarios and identifying potential matches (indicating a match). This matching 
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intelligence simplifies the research process. The multiple pass engine in Recon-Plus 
automatically matches transactions to achieve the highest possible match rate. Items are first 
matched on a given set of criteria, then matching rules can be further expanded based upon less 
restrictive criteria. For example: 

• One-to-one matching - Matching criteria are based on pairing single item with 
another single items 

• Aggregate - Items are matched one-to-many or many-to-many. 

Recon-Plus allows matching groups to be created even when the data is not perfect. For 
example: 

• Tolerance - A variance can be specified by amount, date or percentage field. 
The system automatically generates any amount differences if the amount 
tolerance is selected. 

• Proposed - The system or user can make suggested matches and other users can 
later approve the matches. 

(Section D: lines 73-95). 

Examiner notes that the "multiple pass engine" of Recon-Plus is the recursive submethod 
of Applicant's invention. Specifically, items are first matched based on a set of criteria and then 
the criteria is modified and the system attempts to match the items again (Section D; lines 79- 
82). As such the matching of Recon-Plus is clearly recursive or repeats (As specifically 
required in claim 13 and claims 10 and 30) . 

Examiner further notes that the multiple pass engine (recursive submethod) can be 
used in order to reconcile transactions as one-to-one or aggregate (one-to-many or many-to- 
many) (section D; lines 84-86). This teaching represents determining whether the value of the 
first transaction corresponds to a sum of the values of a subset of transactions in the second list 
(required in claims 3, 19, 23, 38 & 42). 
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Examiner notes that the language of Recon-Plus, specifically, "Items are first matched on 
a given set of criteria, then matching rules can be further expanded based upon less restrictive 
criteria (Section D; lines 81-82)" indicates a layered approach. In other words, the multiple first 
determines that there isn't a one-to-one match and then expands the rules to check for a one-to- 
many relationship. This represents determining whether a first value corresponds to a subset of 
values (one-to-many) responsive to the first value not corresponding to a single value (one-to- 
one) as required in claims 6, 26 and 43. 

In addition Examiner notes that this type of layered matching can be applied to other 
criteria such as the date. Examiner points to Recon-Plus, Section D; lines 89-91, "A variance 
can be specified by amount, date or percentage field". This teaches that each transaction has a 
date. Recon-Plus further teaches that Match groups can be created using any field in the system 
and that Any data populated on the items can be viewed during the matching session (Section D; 
lines 95-96). Examiner notes that this represents the ability to match over a specific date or over 
a range of dates (obtaining a second list comprises obtaining a list of transactions having dates 
identical to the date of the first transaction or having dates within a specified time period of the 
date of the first transaction; required in claims 7, 27 and 44 or 8, 28 and 45). 

Examiner notes that claims 9 and 29 require modifying the specified time period and 
repeating the steps of obtaining the second list, determining whether the value of the first 
transaction corresponds to a combination of values of a subset of transaction in the second list, 
and, responsive to the value corresponding to the combination of values, indication a match 
between the first transaction and the subset of transaction. Once again this represents a layered 
approach to the reconciliation taught by Recon-Plus (e.g. "items are first matched on a given set 
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of criteria, then matching rules can be further expanded based upon less restrictive criteria 
(Section D; lines 81-82)"). 

Once again Examiner reference Recon-Plus' s teaching of aggregate criteria for matching 
and in particular the many-to-many criteria (Section D; line 86). Examiner notes that this 
represents reconciling a first combination of at least two transactions in a first list with a second 
combination of at least two transactions in a second list (required in claims 14, 20, 33, 39, 49 and 
54). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 11, 12, 16, 17, 31, 32, 35, 36, 46, 47, 48, 51 and 52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over CheckFree's Recon-Plus for Windows (hereinafter Recon- 
Plus). 

Recon-Plus, as discussed above, teaches a one-to-many and a many-to-many multiple 
pass engine (recursive submethod). However, Recon-Plus fails to detail the exact steps used by 
the multiple pass engine (recursive submethod). Specifically, from claims 12, 17, 32, 36, 48 and 
52 (examiner notes that the same logic applies to the broader claims 1 1, 16, 31, 35, 46, 47 and 
51): 

Responsive to none of the values of transactions in the second input parameter 
equaling the first input parameter, and the second parameter containing more than one 
transaction, performing the steps of: 
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a. Selecting a transaction in the second input parameter; 

b. Subtracting the value of the selected transaction from the first input 
parameter to obtain a modified first input parameter; 

c. Generating a modified set of transactions including all transaction in the 
second input parameter except the selected transaction; 

d. Performing the recursive submethod using a first input parameter 
including the modified first input parameter and a second input parameter 
including the modified set of transactions; 

e. Responsive to the recursive submethod returning a transaction list, adding 
the selected transaction to the returned list to generate a modified 
transaction list, and returning the modified transaction list; 

f. Responsive to the recursive submethod returning an indicator that not 
match was found, performing the steps of: 

Responsive to any transactions remaining in the second input 
parameter, repeating steps a. through f. and 

Responsive to no transaction remaining in the second in put 
parameters, returning an indication that no match was found. 

Examiner notes that one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize, based on established 
scientific principles that the basis for all one-to-many reconciliation methods is rooted in the idea 
that the sum of the parts is equal to the whole (e.g. A+B=C or C-B=A). As a result, all one-to- 
many reconciliation methods must by definition use some form of this concept/formula. As 
such, the Examiner asserts that Recon-Plus need not teach the specific steps used by the multiple 
pass engine (recursive submethod) in the one-to-many reconciliation process to render 
Applicant's invention obvious. 

The fact that Recon-Plus uses the same concept (i.e. sum of the parts equals the whole) as 
Applicant's invention means the only possible difference between Applicant's invention and 
Recon-Plus pertains to the application of mathematics. In addition, Examiner notes that 
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Applicant's invention fails to provide an unexpected result. Therefore, Examiner asserts that one 
of ordinary skill in the art would recognize, based on established scientific principles, that the 
Applicant's specific method steps for performing one-to-many reconciliation and the steps used 
by Recon-Plus are at the very least art recognized equivalents. 

Examiner references MPEP 2144.06 and notes that it is prima facie obvious to substitute 
equivalents known for the same purpose and thus Recon-Plus renders Applicant's invention 
obvious. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James A. Kramer whose telephone number is (703) 305-5241. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8AM - 5PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Chilcot can be reached on (703) 305-4716. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9 lJ^T^oll-free). 



Conclusion 
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